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FINAL REJECTION 

Applicant's arguments filed 1 1/29/2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive for reasons as detailed below. 



The prior art rejections are maintained or modified as follows: 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
states. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



Claims 1,7,9-12 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or. in the 
alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Michael (6208910) 
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Referring to claim 1 . Michael discloses a system for detemiining the location of a 
mail piece. See Figs. 1-4 and respective portions of the specification. The system 
comprising: a code identifier (14), a facer/canceller, a sorter (20), a reader (26), a mail 
tray (22), a communication module (34), and a central database (28). It is understood 
from Fig. 1 that the sender applies a code Identifier (14) to the mail piece (10) and that 
the reader (26) reads the code and sends it to the sorter (20), which sorts the mail piece 
(10) into the appropriate mail tray (22). 

If applicant disagrees that Michael does not teach the sender handling unit which 
"applies imprints to items", then it is noted that the code identifier (14) must be applied 
somehow to the mail pieces. Further, Michael states that the code identifier (14) can be 
a label (see col. 2, lines 35-45). Therefore, the label would have to be affixed to the mail 
piece somehow. Also, the code identifier is essential for the device to determine where 
to send the mail piece. It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
to add a sender handling unit to the system of Michael so to affix the code identifier to 
the mail pieces, so that the system had a way to determine where to send the mail 
piece. 

Referring to claim 7. Michael discloses a code identifier in col. 2 lines 36-38 and a 
reader in col. 2 lines 63-64. It is understood that the reader (26) is capable of reading 
the code (14) or item characteristic identifier placed on the mail piece (10) to determine 
which mail tray the piece is sorted into. 

Referring to claims 9-10. Michael discloses that the reader (26) reads each mail 
piece (10) prior to insertion into the mail tray (22). It is understood from Fig. 1 that the 
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mail piece (10) travels to the reader (26) and then is sorted into mail tray (22) by the 
sorter (20). The sorter detemiines each mail pieces respective mail tray according to its 
code (14). It is also understood that the item characteristic is electronically 
communicated to the reader (26) via the code identifier (14) and then to the sorter (20) 
as described in col. 2 lines 50-51 , 58-61 . 

Referring to claim 1 1 . Michael discloses in coL 2 lines 37-42 that the code 
identifier is a bar code but can also be an active device like a radio frequency label or 
infrared smart card label. 

Referring to claim 12. Michael discloses in col.1 lines 25-27 that his patent refers 
to a method and system for determining the location of a mail piece. 

Claims 13, 19, 21-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Michael. 

Referring to claim 13. Michael discloses in his invention the system and method 
for determining the location of a mail piece, which is inclusive of a code identifier (14), a 
sorter (20), a reader (26), a mail tray (22). a communication module (34), and a central 
database (28) (See col. 1 lines 25-27). It is inherently understood from Fig. 1 that the 
sender applies a code identifier (14) to the mail piece (10) and that the reader (26) 
reads the code and sends it to the sorter (20), which sorts the mail piece (10) into the 
appropriate mail tray (22). 
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Referring to claim 19. Michael discloses the method of locating a piece of mail 
by using a code identifier (14) (See col. 2 lines 36-38) and a reader (26) (See col. 2 
lines 63-64). 

Referring to claims 21-22. Michael discloses the method of electronically 
communicating an assigned characteristic to the receiver. It is understood from Fig. 1 
that the mail piece (10) travels to the reader (26) and then is sorted into mail tray (22) by 
the sorter (20). The sorter determines each mail pieces respective mail tray according to 
the code identifier (14). It is also understood that the characteristic electronically 
communicated by the reader (26) via the code identifier (14) to the sorter (20) is the zip 
code, which determines the mail tray (22) the items are placed in. (See col. 2 lines 50- 
51,58-61). 

Referring to claim 23. Michael discloses the method of locating a piece of mail by 
using a code identifier such as a bar code. (See col. 2 lines 37-39). 

Referring to claim 24. Michael discloses that his invention is for the system and 
method of locating mail pieces in. (See col. 1 lines 25-27). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sl<ill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 2-3, 14-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Michael in view of Ogihara.(6880753) 

Referring to claim 2. Michael discloses the system and method for determining 
the location of a mail piece as described above. See Figs. 1-4 and respective portions 
of the specification. Michael does not expressly disclose the sorting identifier comprising 
a sender identifier that identifies the sender of the respective item. Ogihara discloses a 
tag (17) that includes a memory device (62) and a transmitter (64) in which the memory 
device includes an identifier field (70) in col. 4 lines 17-19,34. It should be noted that the 
identifier field (70) identifies the sender of the respective item as recited in claim 2. It 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invento 
to modify the system of Michael to include the memory device and transmitter as taught 
by Ogihara to assist in tracking the path of the item and to easily identify where the 
package originated from. 

Referring to claim 3. Michael discloses the invention as described above. Michael 
does not disclose a system where each sender is assigned a level of security such that 
the items are sorted into groups in accordance with their security level, as cited in claim 
3. Ogihara discloses a distribution and management system however, in which the tag 
ID on the product is read and sent to the product distribution management center and in 
turn the management center (130) transmits security information in the database (132) 
associated with the tag ID to the evaluation site (140) in col. 8 lines 50-56. Ogihara 
further discloses that information associated with the tag ID and the manufacturer that 
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was issued the tag is obtained from the tag management database and that the 
evaluation site (140) evaluates the genuineness of the product in col. 8 lines 56-61. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to modify Michaels system to include the tag ID for transmitting security 
information on the sender and product so that the items could be sorted based on the 
security criteria they met. 

Referring to claim 14. Michael discloses the system and method for determining 
the location of a mail piece as described above. See Figs. 1-4 and respective portions 
of the specification. Michael does not expressly disclose the sorting identifier comprising 
a sender identifier that identifies the sender of the respective item. Ogihara discloses a 
tag (17) that includes a memory device (62) and a transmitter (64) in which the memory 
device includes an identifier field (70) in col. 4 lines 17-19, 34. It should be noted that 
the identifier field (70) identifies the sender of the respective item as recited in claim 14. 
At the time the invention was made it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to have modified the system of Michael to have included the teachings of 
Ogihara to assist in tracking the path of the item and to easily identify where the 
package came from. 

Referring to claim 15. Michael discloses the invention as described above. 
Michael does not disclose a system where each sender is assigned a level of security 
such that the items are sorted into groups in accordance with their security level, as 
cited in claim 15. Ogihara discloses a distribution and management system however, in 
which the tag ID on the product is read and sent to the product distribution management 
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center and in turn the management center (130) transmits security information in the 
database (132) associated with the tag ID to the evaluation site (140) in col. 8 lines 50- 
56. Ogihara further discloses that information associated with the tag ID and the 
manufacturer that was issued the tag is obtained from the tag management database 
and that the evaluation site (140) evaluates the genuineness of the product in col. 8 
lines 56-61 . Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to modify Michaels system to Include the teachings of 
Ogihara to include transmitting security information kept in the database (132) on the 
sender and product so that the items could be sorted based on the security criteria they 
met. 

Claim 5,17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Michael. 

Referrino to claim 5. Michael discloses the invention as described above. Michael 
does not disclose a sorting identifier comprising a security identifier, which assigns a 
level of security to each item. However, Michael does disclose In col. 4. line 23 that the 
indicia (54), which is attached to the mail piece (10) contains a security code (59). It 
would have been obvious at the time of the invention to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art that the security code could be embedded in the code identifier (14) and that the 
items could be sorted based on the security level of each item so that items with varying 
levels of security could be shipped differently. 
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Referring to claim 1 7. IVIichaei discloses the invention as described above. 
Michael does not disclose a sorting identifier comprising a security identifier, which 
assigns a level of security to each item. However, Michael does disclose in col. 4. line 
23, that the indicia (54), which is attached to the mail piece (10) contains a security 
code (59). It would have been obvious at the time of the invention to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art that the security code could be embedded in the code identifier 
(14) and that the items could be sorted based on the security level of each item so that 
items with varying levels of security could be shipped differently. 

Claims 4,6,8,16,18.20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Michael in view of Furka. (0133528) 

Referring to claim 4. Michael discloses the Invention as described above. Michael does 
not disclose a system where each sender is assigned an urgency level such that items 
are sorted into groups in accordance with their urgency level. Furka discloses a 
manifest delivery system as claimed. See Figs. 1-3 and respective portions of the 
specification. Furka discloses in section [0009] a system and method of delivering mail 
pieces comprising of determining whether or not the mail piece requires urgent delivery 
and determining a weight of the mail piece. Furka teaches that a bar code could be 
used as identifying indicia in section [0005] and later discloses in section [0029] that 
based on reading identifying indicia a manifest is created with information related to the 
shipment, such as delivery service. It can be broadly construed that delivery service 
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refers to speed of delivery. It is inherently understood from the Figs and respective 
portions of the specification that Furl<as system reads the identifying indicia and sorts 
the items according to the delivery charges, which incorporate speed of delivery. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to modify Michaels system to include the bar code of Furka, 
which identifies delivery speed so that items could be sorted in regards to there delivery 
urgency. 

Referring to claim 6. Michael discloses the invention as described above. Michael 
does not disclose a sorting identifier comprising an urgency identifier that assigns a 
level of urgency to the each item so that items can be sorted according to their urgency 
level. Furka discloses a manifest delivery system as claimed. See Figs. 1-3 and 
respective portions of the specification. Furka discloses in section [0009] a system and 
method of delivering mail pieces comprising of determining whether or not the mail 
piece requires urgent delivery and determining a weight of the mail piece. Furka 
teaches that a bar code could be used as identifying indicia in section [0005] and later 
discloses in section [0029] that based on identifying indicia a manifest is created with 
information related to the shipment, such as delivery service. It can be broadly 
construed that delivery service refers to speed of delivery. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious at the time of the invention to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
Michaels system to include the teachings of Furka and assign an urgency level to items 
so that items could be sorted in regards to there delivery urgency. 
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Referring to claim 8. Michael discloses the invention as described above. Michael 
does not disclose the item characteristic comprising of at least one physical 
characteristic. Furka discloses in section [0009] however, a system and method of 
delivering mail pieces in which the weight is determined. Furka teaches that a bar code 
could be used as identifying indicia in section [0005] and later discloses in section 
[0029] that based on identifying indicia a manifest is created that comprises of 
infonnation relating to the shipment, such as delivery charges. It should be noted that 
delivery charges are affected by the weight of the item. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious at the time of the invention to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
Michaels system to include the teachings of Furka so that items could be sorted based 
on a physical characteristic. 

Referring to claim 16. Michael discloses the invention as described above. 
Michael does not disclose the method of a sorting identifier comprising an urgency 
identifier that assigns a level of urgency to the each item so that items can be sorted 
according to their urgency level. Furka discloses a manifest delivery system as claimed. 
See Figs. 1-3 and respective portions of the specification. Furka discloses in section 
[0009] a system and method of delivering mail pieces comprising of determining 
whether or not the mail piece requires urgent delivery and determining a weight of the 
mail piece. Furka teaches that a bar code could be used as identifying indicia in section 
[0005] and later discloses in section [0029] that based on identifying indicia a manifest 
is created with information related to the shipment, such as delivery service. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious at the time of the invention to a person of ordinary skill in 
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the art to modify IVIichaels system to include the teachings of Furka and assign an 
urgency level to items so that items could be sorted in regards to there delivery urgency. 

Claims 18, 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Michael in view of Furka. 

Referring to claim 18, Michael discloses the invention as described above. 
Michael does not disclose a sorting identifier comprising an urgency identifier that 
assigns a level of urgency to the each item so that items can be sorted according to 
their urgency level. Furka discloses a manifest delivery system as claimed. See Figs. 1- 
3 and respective portions of the specification. Furka discloses in section [0009] a 
system and method of delivering mail pieces comprising of determining whether or not 
the mail piece requires urgent delivery and determining a weight of the mail piece. 
Furka teaches that a bar code could be used as identifying indicia in section [0005] and 
later discloses in section [0029] that based on reading identifying indicia a manifest is 
created with information related to the shipment, such as delivery service. It can be 
broadly construed that delivery service refers to speed of delivery. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious at the time of the invention to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
modify Michaels system to include the teachings of Furka and assign an urgency level 
to items so that items could be sorted in regards to there delivery urgency. 

Referring to claim 20. Michael discloses the invention as described above. 
Michael does not disclose the item characteristic comprising of at least one physical 
characteristic. Furka discloses in section [0009] however, a system and method of 
delivering mail pieces in which the weight is determined. Furka teaches that a bar code 
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could be used as identifying indicia in section [0005] and later discloses in section 
[0029] that based on identifying indicia a manifest is created that comprises of 
information relating to the shipment, such as delivery charges. It should be noted that 
delivery charges are affected by the weight of the item. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious at the time of the Invention to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify 
Michaels system to include the teachings of Furka so that items could be sorted based 
on a physical characteristic. 



Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments that the prior art fails to teach the claimed features 
are unpersuasive. In particular. Applicant's focus on the "code identifier" (14), not 
functioning as a sorting identifier is unconvincing. It should be noted and understood 
that Michael discloses a system that determines the location of a mail piece that 
comprises a method in which mail pieces (10) contain code identifiers (14). Michael 
then further goes on to disclose that his system includes a sorter (20) and that pieces 
are sorted based on the destination post office of the mail piece into a plurality of mail 
trays (22) (See Col. 2 I. 35-54). It is therefore understood, that mail pieces (10) are 
sorted by sorter (20) into mail trays (22) based on the code identifier (14) which 
determines the destination of the mail piece (10). Additionally, it should be understood 
that the mail pieces (10) are separated based on a sorting protocol that Is dictated by 
the code identifiers (14) in regards to the zip code and further the mall route, which 
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determines that mail tray (22) the pieces are placed in. Consequently, as a review of the 
prior art undermines Applicant's arguments, the claims stand rejected. THIS ACTION 
IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

De Leo U.S. Patent No. 6,576,857 discloses a sorting system that sorts mail with 
sorting identifier over the course of two sorting cycles. 

Barton U.S. Patent No. 5,998,752 discloses a sorting system that relies on the 
identification of items to be sorted by means of codes. 
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Pintsov U.S. Patent No. 6,801, 833 discloses a method for maintaining the 
integrity of mailings inclusive of tags that can contain unique infomnation related to 
each item. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Terrell H. Matthews whose telephone number is (571) 
272-5929. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8am - 4:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kathy Matecki can be reached on (571) 272-6951. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




